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REP 2006 vs HSV-1 
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REP 2016 vs HSV-1 
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REP 2019 vs HSV-1 



120 
100 



80 

f ^ 60 

if 40 

f § 20 
5 n 



o 

Q> 

CO 0> 

a> <■> 

*- -a 

cn a> 

§ "co 

| g 

45 c 



i 



-1 



120 
100 

80 

60 H 

40 

20 
0 



-0.5 



05 



I 

1.5 



log [drug] (uM) 

FIG. 8g 

REP2020 vs HSV-1 



y =-41. 948x + 47.153 

R 2 = 0 9754 
IC50=0.85uM 




— i — 

-0.5 



0 0-5 
log [drug] (uM) 

FIG. 8h 



— i 

1.5 



REP 2121 vs HSV-1 

y = -53 646x - 0 7948 




log (drug) (uM) 

FIG. 8i 




FIG. 9 



DNA composition vs IC50 (KOS) 

— ♦ — random sequence (PS) 




oligo length (bp) 



FIG. 10 



REP 2024 vs HSV-1 
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REP 2004 vs CMV 
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REP 2007 vs CMV 
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REP 2004 vs MT4 lymphocytes 
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Amprenavir (Agenerase™) 
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Lopinavir (Kaletra™) 
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Saquinavir (Fortovase™) 
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REP 2004 vs Hep2 EC cells 
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Oligo size vs IC50 (RSV) 
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REP 2006 vs COX B2 
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CompeUllon test with REP 2006 encapsulated with DOTAP 
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FIG. 28e 



Bait size versus bait polarization (HSV-1 ) 
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Bait size versus bait polarization (HIV-1) 
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FIG. 29b 

Bait size versus bait polarization (RSV) 
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Oligo competitor size vs bait competition (HSV-1) 




— REP 2003 
-a — REP 2004 
-• — REP 2006 



-k — REP 2007 
baseline 



100 200 300 400 500 600 
[competitor oligo] nM 

FIG. 30a 

Oligo com petitor size vs bait com petition (HIV-1) 
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Oligo com petitor size vs bait com petition (RSV) 
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p24 and gp41 binding to HIV lysate 
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Bait size vs p24 binding 
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FIG. 32a 

Bait size vs gp41 binding 
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Sequence composition vs lysate binding (HSV-1) 
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